companies? Is there a correlation between Company Performance and the Strategies adopted by these companies, using the Miles and Snow model for Aggressiveness Strategies? And is it possible to say something more about what kind of Strategic Planning gives better Company Performances? We wanted to separate here between the Planning which is related to what is called Competitive Intelligence and other activities related to Planning. The Idea was to be able to say something about the importance of Competitive Intelligence. We also wanted to use more extensive statistical analysis with more variables in light of the criticisms that has been raised about the methodology of previous studies. We found that better planning had a positive effect on a number of key business performance measures. We found that there was indeed a distinction between the different strategies selected and Company Performance. The strategy type named Reactors performed systematically less well than companies who choose one of the other strategies. Moreover we found that there were differences between different planning activities and Company Performance and that activities related to Competitive Intelligence were on the average more important for Company Performance than other Planning activities.
Introduction
There are seemingly no ends of studies on Strategic Planning and Company Analysis. Why then another one? For one thing the problem has not been solved satisfactory yet. Previous studies have shown quite different results and their methodologies have been seriously questioned. Besides that all studies are to our knowledge on Western companies. We wanted to see the effects on Chinese companies to be able to make some sort of comparison. We also wanted to focus on a special type of Long Range planning, namely the Competitive Intelligence (CI) function. Is the CI function more important for Company Performance than other types of Strategic Planning? Furthermore, is it possible to see what kind of strategies companies that perform better have chosen? To find out we needed to select a well acknowledged Strategic model and test it against the correlation between Strategic Planning and Company Performance. This would already imply a more advanced statistical analysis. Much criticism has been directed to the methodology of these studies. We found that the number of variables tested in previous studies were quite limited in numbers. This is an issue because Company Performance, but first of all Strategic Planning encompasses such a wide range of activities. The variables testing Company Performance are less controversial and often the same in different studies; sales growth, return on capital, cost of production, quality of products, innovativeness, profits etc. The variables used for Strategic Planning are not only potentially more numerous and therefore less obvious, but often not shown in the actual studies. The multiple regression analysis tables are often just summaries of the actual research where strategic planning is reduced to one variable. If the reader of these studies is to be critical he or she needs to see all of the calculations however cumbersome, so we added appendixes A-G.
Brody has shown that there is often a misconception as to what exactly CI is. CI is the practice of defining, gathering, analyzing and distributing need-to-know information to the organization's decision makers. As such it is a vital part of Strategic Planning. Even though its process is simple, following the so called Intelligence Cycle, each stage in the cycle is relatively complex. This means that any study that wants to capture its significance needs to test a large number of different variables. The logic for the study can be expressed as follows: Each company chooses or can be defined according to at least one strategy. After all, if the company does not have a strategy that can be defined as a strategy too. The chosen strategy again defines the company's competitive intelligence activities, explicitly or implicitly, along the same logic. The result of these activities will again and to a large extent define the relative success of the company, or its performance.
Is there reason to believe that Chinese firms should be different, or that the dynamic Chinese business environment might call for different approaches? Or do Chinese companies react and function in much the same way as Western companies when it comes to Strategic Planning and Company Performance? These were the questions and considerations which started this research.
Literature review
There is much empirical research on Planning and Performance in general, but no major research on CI and performance. Tianjiao (2008) looks at the effects of proactive scanning on performance.
Others have studied the reverse relationship, how CI is a precedent to marketing strategy formulation (Dishman and Calof, 2008) .
In the general literature it is a problem that results from research performed on Strategic Planning and Company Performance differs greatly, even over time, and so much that it has spurred a debate about the rigor and value of different methods used in these studies (e.g. Ruud, Greenley, Beatson and Lings 2008 and Cradinal (1994) , Brews and Hunt (1999) , Andersen (2000) , Delmar and Share (2003) have found a positive association between planning and performance. Shrader et al. (1984) and Pearce et al. (1987) found that there is no such relationship. Falshaw, Glaister and Tatoglu (2006) found there was no such relationship among UK companies. Boyd (1991) , Greenley (1994) and Hahn and Powers ( 1999) has shown how this has hindered the progress of research for this problem. Schwenk and Shrader (1993) , Leilich (1993) and Leilich and Marcus (2006) have suggested that other factors will impact on the relationship between strategic planning and performance. Strategic Planning is an old topic of interest in Management Science. Early research on strategic planning has been carried out by Steiner (1963 Steiner ( , 1979 , Learned et al. (1965) , Ansoff (1965) , Steiner and Cannon (1966) , Ackoff (1970) , Mintzberg (1979) , Ansoff et al. (1976) , Armstrong (1982) , Pearce et al. (1987) , Ansoff (1991) , Miller & Cardinal (1994) , Mintzberg and Lampel (1999) and . The findings of this research have also been inconclusive, as suggested by the book by Mintzberg "The Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning" (1994) . Again critique has been raised against the rigor in the methodology used (Greenley, 1986 and . Greenley (1994) found that a number of differences were found among the methodologies of the studies so that each study is deemed limited. Consequently, the results cannot be legitimately combined, and it cannot be concluded that an association is evident (Greenley, 1994 ). Mintzberg has also described other problems areas; the adhoc way of forming strategy in state departments (1985) , and the difficulties that Strategy imposes on Entrepreneurial firms (1982) .
The idea of trying to identify a finite number of important strategic choices for any organization starts with Chandler (1962) and Child (1972) . A major contribution is made by Miles and Snow (1978) , who develop the theory of Strategic Equifinality, the idea that within a particular industry or environment there are a finite number of ways to succeed. This research again inspired Porter's (1980) generic strategies, of cost leadership, differentialization and focus, developed further in Porter (1987) . Since then research on Miles and Snow (1978) have been carried out by Hambrick (1983 & 2003 ), Jenster (1985 , McDaniel and Kolari (1987) , Ruekert and Walker (1987) , McKee, Varadarajan, and Pride (1989) , Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan, (1990) , Shorel and Zajac (1990) , Matsuno & Mentzer (2000) , Desarbo, Benedetto, Song and Sinha, (2004) (Veliyath & Shortell, 1993) . Others have claimed that Prospectors outperform other types in dynamic markets (Shorel and Zajac, 1990) . Hambrick (1981) , Segev (1987) and James and Hatten (1995) have confirmed the value of the Miles and Snow Typology.
The empirical study
To simplify all the different strategy types possible then we used the above discussed model presented by Miles and Snow. It describes four main types of strategies; Defenders (A), Prospectors (), Analyzers (C) and Reactors (D). They are explained in more detail below. Miles and Snow (1978) At the end we also wanted to be able to say something about the importance of Competitive Intelligence practices as opposed to other strategic planning processes or variables.
H5. Competitive Intelligence practices have a higher significant effect on performance than other planning activities Our hypotheses were subjected to an empirical investigation. 241 valid questionnaires were collected among students attending an MBA executive program representing Chinese medium and large size companies. The 13 performance criteria were selected (Appendix A). 33 questions were asked on Strategic Planning (Appendix B).
Two questions were later redrawn on suspicions of misunderstanding on the part of the subjects. A Likert Scale from 1-7 was used to indicate the degree of response, where 1 was very poor and 7 very good. The questions were asked about their recent experience as to avoid any differences in what experiences were measured and to make sure the experience was up to date. This was particularly important in our case as the Chinese companies have gone through and are going through periods of great change, also in terms of strategic planning and company performance. The companies were largely from the major industrial areas of China but spread about the whole country. The actual interviews were done in the form of questionnaires in connections with lectures. To obtain the maximum of objectivity in the answers all participants were able to answer anonymously. The questionnaires were pretested by 25 students or about 10% of the actual sample. This allowed for some alterations of the actual questions. A t-test was performed to assess whether the means of two groups performance and strategy types were statistically different from each other.
Results and Analysis
Overall response rate was 100%. The sample was tested for non-response biases and differences between those who had returned the questionnaire early and those who were late. No significant difference was found. The results across the four strategy types for the 13 measures used were as follows: As an example for the first Company Performance criteria (Sales growth for the past 5 years) we get the following formula:
By performance
Formula 1: The model In this case "a" is the dependent variable. Q1-Q33 & Q36 (A, B, C, D) are the independent variables. We define the total effect of A, B, C and D, to see if the different strategy types of the companies matters in the company performances.
Table 5: Factor ii Analysis
We list some key indicators of the analysis. Since our sample is big, the R square will not be significant. We mainly looked into the P value, which shows the significant effect of the model and the variables. We recall that Q16-20 got a XX mark for strongly relevant to CI practices. So did Q26-28 and Q31. The average score for these questions were (10+11+13+12+12+12+9+11+12+9) 11,1. This suggests that CI practices have a significant effect on performance. The Hypothesis is accepted. For the last hypothesis:
H5. Competitive Intelligence practices have a higher significant effect on performance than other planning activities If we take out Q3 as an out-layer the average for the whole set is 8,9. This suggests that CI activities are the more relevant part of Strategic Planning when it comes to its effect on Company Performance, even though the difference is not substantial. The Hypothesis is accepted.
Findings
Our findings support a large part of previous research done on Strategic Planning and Company Performance. Strategic Planning does have a considerable impact on Company Performance. Moreover, it confirms that Chinese companies seem to follow the same model as western companies.
Whether or not our findings about the Competitive Intelligence function is the same for Western companies is still to be researched. Furthermore, we have tested only one side to CI. It would also be of value if other studies could look at the use of the different stages of the Intelligence Cycle and Company Performance. In today's world where ever more Information Technology is used it would also be interesting to know if there is a relationship between the use of Business Intelligence (software) and Company Performance. To what extent is long-term potential valued over short-term performance? (0-100% optimal)
To what extent is the way you do things in this organization well suited to the business you are in? (0-100% optimal) A defined set of procedures in its strategic planning process, knowing your customer those factors may have no significant effect on your ability to attract, develop and keep talented manpower. J Record of avoiding major mistakes (…) have significant effect on avoiding major mistakes.
Top executives' strategy decision may have no effect on avoiding major mistakes. K Social responsibility (…) have significant effect on social responsibility. Different type of companies have no significant difference on social responsibility. L Productivity (…) will increase productivity. m How would your competitors rate your overall performance relative to the rest of the industry (…) will affect how would your competitors rate your overall performance relative to the rest of the industry. The strategy planning process may have no significant effect on how would your competitors rate your overall performance relative to the rest of the industry.
Appendix D: Conclusions from Statistical Analysis

